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The refugee crisis of 2015 has caused a large increase in immigrant percentages in 
populations worldwide. This study aimed to evaluate the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-
immigrant attitudes in Europe. In particular, to what extent do changes in the numbers of 
immigrants affect anti-immigrant attitudes? I seek to answer this question by comparing 
survey responses from the European Values Survey at a time before the refugee crisis—
2008—with a time point after the crisis-- 2017. The main focus of this study is on personal 
anti-immigrant attitudes, by which I mean the effect of immigrants on an individual’s 
personal life. The findings of this study show, contrary to expectation, that the larger the 
increase of immigrants in their country, the less likely individuals will perceive immigrants 
as a threat to their personal life. This study also shows that the larger the increase of 
immigrants in their country, Western European individuals are less likely to perceive 
immigrants as a threat to their personal life and Eastern European individuals are more likely 
to perceive immigrants as a threat to their personal life. The number of immigrants in a 
country does not seem to have an effect on economic immigrant attitudes and cultural 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
The refugee crisis of 2015 has caused an increase in immigrant flows globally. By the 
end of 2015, the term “refugee crisis” was coined and became prominent in the media, as 
well as in the literature. The reason being the enormous amount of refugees that fled their 
own countries that year, to find a better life in Europe. According to data from the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the amount of refugees, worldwide, 
increased by 1,733.000 . At the beginning of 2015, there were 14,388,400 refugees 
worldwide and at the end of 2015, there were 16,121,400 refugees worldwide. The top five 
countries where refugees originated from include the Syrian Arab Republic (4,900,000 
refugees), Afghanistan (2,700,000 refugees), Somalia (1,100,000 refugees), South Sudan 
(800,000 refugees) and Sudan (600,000 refugees). 1,015,078 individuals reached Europe by 
sea. 3,771 individuals did not reach Europe.  They died or went missing.  
This has had a large effect on society. Many immigrants have, permanently or 
temporarily, moved to a foreign country where different languages are spoken, different 
cultures exist and different political systems are in place. These individuals will be 
integrating into the society of their new country. This integration has an effect on the society 
itself, as well as on many other factors within this country, for example the acceptance of the 
immigrants by the initial population. Immigrants may be blamed for difficulties in societies 
in Western Europe and this might create complications for the integration of these  
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immigrants. It is therefore important to understand how the refugee crisis might have 
changed the way immigrants are perceived. I am interested in analyzing potential change in 
anti-immigrant attitudes, caused by the refugee crisis. This leads to the following research 
question: 
 
What is the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant attitudes in Europe? 
 
Immigrant attitudes are a rather broad concept, so therefore, the effect of the refugee crisis on 
anti-immigrant attitudes is analyzed on three different dimensions of immigrant attitudes. 
The first concerns so-called “personal (anti-)immigrant attitudes,” by which I mean the 
feelings of individuals toward immigrants on a personal level. This (anti-)immigrant attitude 
is derived from outgroup size theory and theories regarding neighborhood safety. The 
second, derived from group conflict theory, focuses on immigrant attitudes motivated by 
economic considerations. The final immigrant attitude probed in this study is derived from 
cultural marginality theory, and probes the extent to which (anti-)immigrant attitudes are 
driven by cultural concerns. The three anti-immigrant attitudes are analyzed separately, but 
the potential mediation by the anti-immigrant attitude related to the welfare state and the anti-
immigrant attitude related to the cultural values on the effect of the amount of immigrants on 
the personal anti-immigrant attitude is also tested.   
These three separate anti-immigrant attitudes, based on different levels, will help explain the 








CHAPTER 2: THEORY 
 
In order to answer the research question, the theories and aspects that underlie previous 
studies will be necessary to understand since these will form the base of this study. First, the 
definitions of the main concepts will be defined, secondly, a section on the theories and 
concepts regarding out-groups will provide a starting point for the third section, outlining the 
three different (anti-)immigrant attitudes that will be analyzed in this study.  
There are several terms that will need to be defined. Most of these terms are 
interconnected and some of these terms seem to be used interchangeably in the literature, but 
should actually be used independently. The most vivid example of this is the incorrect 
interchangeable use of the terms “refugee” and “migrant”. The main difference can be found 
in the conceptualization that refugees leave their country because of threat, whereas migrants 
are individuals who leave their country by choice (UNHCR). In order to fully understand 
these concepts, the specific definitions related to the content of this study will be presented.  
 The term refugee was defined during the 1951 United Nations Convention relating to 
the Status of Refugees. During this convention, it was stated that the term “refugee” applies 






As a result of events occurring before 1 January 1951 and owing to well-founded fear 
of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a 
particular social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality 
and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of 
that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside the country of his 
former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable or, owing to such 
fear, is unwilling to return to it. (1951) 
 
This specific definition corresponds with this research and is connected to the term “refugee 
crisis” of 2015, which refers to the large amount of individuals that fled their country and 
sought refuge in Europe because of large threat in their own countries. Although the term 
“migrant crisis” is also often used for this concept, this research will conceptualize this term 
as “refugee crisis”, since the main group of individuals concerning this crisis, would qualify 
as refugees.  
 It is important to make this distinction between immigrants and refugees, but it is also 
very important to note that individuals use these concepts interchangeably as well when they 
speak of, study or think of refugees or immigrants. Often, the term refugees is used as a 
category of immigrants. The way individuals feel about what they personally would consider 
to be refugees or immigrants therefore influences both concepts.  This means that the way 
individuals think they feel about immigrants, might come from their interaction with refugees 
and vice versa.  
Anti-immigrant attitudes are the following important concept that is necessary to 
understand in order to conduct this study. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), define an attitude as 
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follows: “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable 
manner with respect to a given object” (p.6). The given object in this case would be 
immigrants or refugees. With the definition of attitudes established, the next step is to focus 
on different theories regarding the effect of the outgroup size.  
 
2.1 Outgroup size 
Over the past decades, many scholars have focused their studies on anti-immigrant 
attitudes to find an explanation for the origin of such attitudes. Scholars have focused their 
studies on adolescence, where the role of parents and friends played an important role 
(Miklikowska, 2017), scholars have focused on the geographical locations of anti-immigrant 
attitudes (Czaika and Di Lillo, 2017) and scholars have focused on the effect of the outgroup 
size (i.e. Coenders, Lubbers and Scheepers, 2003; Quillian, 1995; Schuman et al., 1997; 
Semyonov et al., 2006).   
At the end of the twentieth century and the beginning of this century, many scholars 
built their studies on an effect that described how the size of the outgroup, in this case the 
immigrants, determines the strength of the anti-immigrant attitudes (i.e. Coenders, Lubbers 
and Scheepers, 2003; Quillian, 1995; Schuman et al., 1997; Semyonov et al., 2006). These 
scholars have argued through a variety of studies using European data, data from individual 
European countries and data from the United States that anti-immigrant attitudes increase 
when the size of the out-group population increases. One of the main factors that appears in 
many studies, regards competition.  
Some studies have indicated that rapid changes in immigration might cause a larger 
threat, because slow-paced changes offer time to getting used to a new situation (Olzak, 
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1992). The refugee crisis of 2015 increased the amount of immigrants in Europe by 
1,733.000. This only happened in the timespan of twelve months, which can be argued is a 
rather short amount of time. Therefore, theories based on out-group size are well suited for 
creating hypotheses to test the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant attitudes. 
 Several of these studies used longitudinal research data regarding anti-immigrant 
attitudes. (Coenders and Scheepers, 1998; Meuleman, Davidov and Billiet, 2009). Coenders 
et al. (1998), focus their study on the Netherlands and argue that the support for ethnic 
discrimination has decreased extensively between 1979 and 1986. Coenders et al., theorize 
the support for ethnic discrimination as the “support for disadvantageous treatment of ethnic 
minorities” (p. 405), who are not part of the indigenous groups within the studied country. 
The support for ethnic discrimination relates to the feeling individuals have towards the 
mistreatment of ethnic minorities. Anti-immigrant attitudes explain how individuals feel 
towards immigrants. Although the support for ethnic discrimination describes how 
individuals feel towards the way immigrants are treated and anti-immigrant attitudes describe 
how individuals feel towards immigrants, the two are inter-related. Positive support for 
ethnic discrimination means an indigenous individual supports that immigrants are treated 
wrongly. This relates to an individual having negative feelings towards immigrants, which is 
in line with anti-immigrant attitudes.  
The support of ethnic discrimination is theorized through the Ethnic Conflict Theory, 
which states that competition between ethnic groups increases inter-group antagonism and 
in-group camaraderie (Coenders et al., 1998). The size of the out-group also has a large effect 
on the ethnic discrimination, or the discrimination of ethnic immigrants. Coenders et al., 
argue that ethnic discrimination levels are higher when immigration levels are high and when 
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there is a sudden strong increase in immigration levels. This could potentially correspond 
with this specific study, since the influx of immigrants to European countries came to a 
sudden high rise in 2015.    
  However, these same scholars find in a later study, where Germany is the topic of 
research, that ethnic discrimination has increased in Germany in regards to the tolerance of 
guest workers and foreigners between 1980 and 2000 (Coenders and Scheepers, 2008). 
Semyonov et al., (2006) did focus on Europe in its entirety and found that ethnic 
discrimination increased extensively between 1988 and 1992. This study included 12 
European countries, including the previously studied Germany and the Netherlands 
(Coenders and Scheepers, 1998; Coenders and Scheepers, 2008).  
  It is interesting to see how these longitudinal studies, even somewhat overlapping in 
regards of time periods, find different results. Reasons for this could be the operationalization 
of the variables, the specifics of participating individuals and many other small factors that 
have an impact on the results. Where the Semyonov et al., (2006) study finds an increase for 
the included countries regarding anti-immigrant attitudes, a study by Meuleman, Davidov 
and Billiet (2009), does not find the same outcome for all its participating countries. 
Meuleman et al. study seventeen countries using three separate data sets with data that is 
collected between 2002 and 2007. Meuleman et al, (2009), find that in seven included 
countries, anti-immigrant attitudes decrease, whereas anti-immigrant attitudes only increase 
in three countries.  These differences could potentially be assigned to the choice in datasets 
or the specific time periods, where potentially much happened regarding immigrants or 
ethnic out-groups and many other factors.  
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It is also important to note, that although these studies all have used very valuable 
datasets (Eurobarometer, European Social Survey etc.), the studies were conducted before the 
refugee crisis of 2015. The world has known many times of mass migration, where the mass 
migration from Europe to the United States, where 40 million people emigrated between 
1850 and 1913 (Hatton and Williamson, 1994), could be viewed as one of the largest mass 
migrations in the past centuries. During many other times of war throughout the entire world, 
mass migration has appeared and has changed populations of nations tremendously. 
However, the circumstances and specifics regarding immigrants have changed enormously 
over time as well. When viewing the circumstances of the past decades in regards to 
immigrants, one large change in the conditions regarding immigrants should not be forgotten. 
This large change can be found in the rise of right wing populist parties. Over the past 
decades, populist parties have found a large audience and an increase in support. This is 
interesting, because one of the main pillars of many populist parties (i.e. PVV (the 
Netherlands), Fidesz (Hungary), Podemos (Spain)), is based on anti-immigrant sentiment. 
Many of these parties seek to find support through publicly announcing their dissatisfaction 
with the influx of immigrants to their country. Populist leaders claim that immigrants form a 
threat to many different aspects of their society and also publicly announce this in the media. 
Although the rise of right wing populism is often studied in relation to anti-immigrant 
attitudes (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart, 2007; Van Ramshorst, 2018) and is an important 
aspect to keep in mind, the scope of this study regards the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-
immigrant attitudes in Europe. During this time, the rise of right wing populist parties has 
seen an increase, but will be viewed in this study as one of the many external factors that 
occurred during the time period that is analyzed.  
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The theory based on the effect of the outgroup size on anti-immigrant attitudes has 
not been extensively tested in relation to the change of the immigrant population as a result 
of the refugee crisis. Since the immigrant population in Europe has extensively changed due 
to the refugee crisis of 2015, the theory based on a positive relationship between the size of 
the outgroup and the anti-immigrant attitudes, will be a good starting point to define different 
anti-immigrant attitudes and the possible effect of the out-group on these anti-immigrant 
attitudes. 
2.2 Explaining anti-immigrant attitudes 
The main theory that will help explain the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-
immigrant attitudes will be the theory that suggests that when the size of the outgroup 
increases, anti-immigrant attitudes increase as well (i.e. Quillian, 1995; Schuman et al., 1997; 
Coenders, Lubbers and Scheepers, 2003; Semyonov et al., 2006). In order to understand the 
effect of the change in the percentage of the population that is immigrant on the anti-
immigrant attitudes, anti-immigrant attitudes on a personal level are introduced as the main 
point of departure. The threat an individual feels to their personal life, is considered to be the 
main anti-immigrant attitude, since these will have the most direct impact. Anti-immigrant 
attitudes that individuals find to be a threat to the specifics of their country, are considered to 
be anti-immigrant attitudes that potentially mediate the effect of an increase in immigrant 
population on the threat by immigrants that individuals feel on their personal lives. These 
anti-immigrant attitudes are based on the threat to the welfare state an individual feels and an 
anti-immigrant attitude based on the threat to the cultural values of the country of the 
individual.   
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2.2.1 Personal anti-immigrant attitudes 
The  effect of the size of the outgroup on anti-immigrant attitudes, where an increase 
in the outgroup, leads to an increase in anti-immigrant attitudes, can be related to someone’s 
personal experiences in their neighborhood (i.e. Quillian, 1995; Schuman et al., 1997; 
Coenders, Lubbers and Scheepers, 2003; Semyonov et al., 2006). Several scholars have 
focused their studies on the feelings of individuals towards having an immigrant as their 
neighbor.  A study examining data from the beginning of the 2000s, found a negative 
association between feeling safe after dark in a neighborhood and anti-immigrant attitudes 
(Rustenbach, 2010). This study gave two potential explanations: the first being that 
individuals who live in neighborhoods with many immigrants, feel more unsafe. The second 
explanation could be that individuals who do not feel safe, associate criminal behavior and 
violence with immigrants in general and therefore attribute this attitude to safety in their 
neighborhood (Rustenbach, 2010).  
Some studies have suggested that contact between groups helps to create familiarity, which 
results into positive feelings towards the outgroup (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998; Wagner et 
al., 2006), However, the empirical results of the theorists claiming that when the outgroup 
size increases, the anti-immigrant attitudes increase as well, in combination with the theory 
that a quick increase in the outgroup leads to an increase in anti-immigrant attitudes 
(Coenders et al., 1998), lead to the following hypotheses related to personal anti-immigrant 
attitudes: 
 
Hypothesis 1: The greater the increase of immigrants in their country, the more likely that 
individuals will perceive immigrants as a threat to their personal life 
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2.2.2 Economic anti-immigrant attitudes 
A second step in analyzing what the effect is of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant 
attitudes, is to examine what aspects individuals could perceive as threatened by immigrants. 
Group conflict theory is based on the perceived threat individuals within a group feel that is 
increased by other groups. Many group conflict theorists (Olzak, 1992; Qulllian, 1995; 
Blalock, 1967), have argued that negative attitudes towards outgroups, in the case of the 
refugee crisis the incoming immigrants, are formed because of the initial threat that is felt 
regarding the in-group’s scarce goods (Meuleman et al., 2009). These scarce goods may 
include material interests, such as resources of the welfare state, jobs, housing, but can also 
include status or (political) power (Meuleman et al., 2009). Individuals may feel that they do 
not want to share scarce goods and that they perceive immigrants as competing for these 
goods. The increase of immigrants in a country, could therefore increase this feeling of 
negative competition, which will increase anti-immigrant attitudes based on economic factors 
(Semyonov et al., 2004; Semyonov et al., 2008).  
A prominent line of inquiry here has been about so-called welfare chauvinism, that is, 
the notion that immigrants may come to the country to cash in welfare benefits for which 
they have not contributed. These theories, based on the threat to the welfare system and the 
positive relationship between the amount of immigrants and anti-immigrant attitudes, lead to 
the following hypothesis:  
 
Hypothesis 2: The greater the increase of immigrants in their country, the more likely that 
individuals will perceive immigrants as a threat to the welfare state 
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2.2.3 Cultural anti-immigrant attitudes 
The third anti-immigrant attitude included in this study is based on the threat 
individuals feel on their culture, collective identity or other customs (i.e. Schnapper, 1994; 
Fetzer, 2000). A second aspect of the threat individuals feel towards their own culture comes 
from the cultural marginality theory. This theory explains how individuals are more likely to 
have anti-immigrant attitudes when they cannot identify with the culture of the immigrants in 
their society. These cultural differences can be found in many different aspects, but also in 
for example the difference in struggles individuals in different groups go through 
(Rustenbach, 2010). The “clash of civilization” theory by Huntington (1996), describes how 
different aspects of culture, for example languages, religions, history and customs, form the 
basis of conflict between countries with different historical civilizations (Huntington, 1996 in 
Rustenbach, 2010). Since countries can also be considered to be different groups, the 
intergroup contact within a country, where the outgroup increase over time, might also 
increase the threat individuals feel toward their culture and customs. These theories, based on 
the threat to the culture and customs and the positive relationship between the amount of 
immigrants and anti-immigrant attitudes, lead to the following hypothesis: 
  
Hypothesis 3: The greater the increase of immigrants in their country, the more likely that 





2.3 Eastern Europe versus Western Europe 
The last step in analyzing what the effect is of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant 
attitudes, is to examine the potential difference in regards to anti-immigrant attitudes between 
individuals in Eastern European countries and individuals in Western European countries. 
Eastern European countries have traditionally mainly exported immigrants to other European 
countries or to countries outside of Europe. Eastern European countries have not imported 
immigrants traditionally. In comparison, Western European countries have traditionally taken 
part in both immigrant export and immigrant import. The refugee crisis has challenged the 
initial Eastern European tradition regarding immigrants, because refugees from Syria fled 
their countries to Europe, including Eastern Europe. Most Eastern European countries 
eventually welcomed only a small share of refugees, compared to most Western European 
countries, because their governments refused to accept many immigrants. However, the 
threat of immigration was deeply politicized in these Eastern European countries. These 
differences between Eastern European countries and Western European countries regarding 
the acceptance of refugees and the politicization of refugees, lead to the following 
hypothesis: 
 
Hypothesis 4: Individuals living in Eastern European countries are more likely to express 










CHAPTER 3: DATA SELECTION 
 
This study uses the European Values Survey (EVS), which is a large-scale, cross-
national, and longitudinal survey research program on basic human values. The first survey 
was conducted in 1981, covering 26 European countries. After this first collection, the 
initiators of the survey conducted several other waves in 1990, 1999, 2008 and 2017, which 
included all of most European countries.  
 A large amount of questions asked are consistent over time and are asked in each 
country. Questions regarding attitudes in relation to immigrants and refugees have been 
asked in each country and since the translation and monitoring has been centrally coordinated 
since 2008, the answers to these questions in different countries can be very well compared. 
The questions asked in regards to attitudes, immigrants and refugees also cover different 
aspects, based on a more personal and national level. This means that some questions focus 
on how an individual feels their personal live is affected by immigrants or refugees and other 
questions focus on how an individual feels that their country is affected by immigrants or 
refugees. This is an important aspect that will help to define the variables and which will be 
crucial for testing the specific hypotheses created.  
 This study will use the data from the EVS wave from 2008 and the EVS wave from 
2017. These data have been collected prior to the refugee crisis of 2015 and after the refugee 
crisis of 2015, and will therefore give the most complete insight into this potential attitude 
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change. Since the refugee crisis has impacted Europe in its entirety, this study aims to 
include all European countries. This is important since the influx of refugees per country 
varies substantially. In order to answer this specific research question and in order to test the 
hypotheses, it is important to look at Europe in the largest scale possible. The countries that 
did not participate in both the European Values Survey waves from 2008 and 2017 were 
excluded from the sample. The following 28 countries are included: Denmark, France, 
Germany, Great Britain, Iceland, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Norway, Austria, 
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Belarus, Croatia, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, North Macedonia, Serbia and 
Switzerland.  
 In order to determine when an individual can be regarded as part of a country and 
should therefore be included in the sample, the question “having [country’s] nationality?”, 
will be used to include all respondents that have the nationality of the previously mentioned 
countries. 
3.1 Variables 
3.1.1 Dependent variables  
This study uses three dependent variables, all created based on questions asked in 
both the EVS 2008 and the EVS 2017.  
Personal immigrant attitudes. In order to test the first hypothesis, the first dependent 
variable is created based on the following statement given in the EVS: “don’t like as 
neighbors: immigrants/foreign workers”. This statement is part of a variety of different 
groups of individuals that the respondents might not like to have as their neighbor. This 
variable will be referred to as personal anti-immigrant attitudes in this study. The 
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respondents are asked to identify any of the given groups that they would not like to have as 
their neighbor. Therefore, the response options are as follows: “1, mentioned” and “2, not 
mentioned”. There are also other response options, including “no answer” or “don’t know”. 
The given responses “1, mentioned” and “2, not mentioned” are recoded to “0, no” and “1, 
yes”, considering the respondents were asked to check the groups that they would not like to 
have as their neighbor. The options “no answer” and “don’t know” are included in the option 
“no”, because both these answers also include that the participant did not specifically 
mention to not like immigrants or foreign workers as their neighbor. Mentioning immigrants 
would mean they would not like immigrants as their neighbor and therefore will be recoded 
as “yes”.  
Economic immigrant attitudes. In order to test the second hypothesis, attitudes 
regarding immigrants and the welfare state will be measured, which will be done by testing 
the following statement used in the EVS: “immigrants are a strain on welfare system”. This 
variable will be called economic anti-immigrant attitudes in the rest of this study. The 
response options to this question are based on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means 
“immigrants are a strain on a countries welfare system” and 10 means “immigrants are not a 
strain on a countries welfare system”. The responses will report a number between 1 and 10, 
which will represent how they feel in regards to immigrants and the welfare state. The order 
of the scale is reversed, since this study focuses on anti-immigrant attitudes and therefore, it 
would be more comfortable if the scores for the anti-immigrant attitudes are displayed as the 
higher score.  
 Cultural immigrant attitudes. In order to test the third hypothesis, attitudes regarding 
immigrants and cultural threat will be measured, which will be done by testing the following 
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question asked in the EVS: “Better if immigrants maintain/not maintain own customs?”. The 
answer options are also reported on a scale from 1 to 10. In the original EVS variable, 1 is 
coded as “maintain distinct customs and traditions” and 10 is coded as “do not maintain 
distinct customs and traditions”. The values in between are used as a scale on which the 
respondents can value their opinion and capture which direction they most agree with. Since 
this study measures anti-immigrant attitudes, the variable is kept in its initial form.   
3.1.2 Independent variable of interest: Immigrant stock  
The chief independent variable of this study is created based on United Nations data 
regarding the amount of immigrants that were present in a country in 2008 and in 2017. This 
variable will report how much percent of the population at that specific time consists of 
immigrants. This variable will be used in three different forms.  
The first being immigrants2008, which will report the percentage of the population 
per country that consists of immigrants in 2008, at the time the questions regarding the wave 
of 2008 were asked. The second variable regarding the percentage of the population that 
consists of immigrants that will be created will be called immigrants2017. This variable will 
represent the percentage of the population that is regarded immigrant in 2017 per specific 
country. This variable is specifically created this way, because it should represent this group 
at the time of conducting the survey for the EVS 2017 data set. The United Nations data is 
only collected about every five years. This has been done in the past decades in 2005, 2010, 
2015 and 2019. In order to create the most complete variable, the variables are created by 
interpolating for the missing years. This might of course deviate somewhat from the exact 
numbers, but this method will give an indication of the true data at the specific time marks.  
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The last version of the independent variable created will be a combination of 
immigrants2008 and immgrants2017. This variable will display the change of the percentage 
of immigrants of the population in 2017 and the percentage of immigrants of the population 
in 2008. This variable will help to explain the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant 
attitudes, since the change will display the change in the immigrants percentage of the 
population  per country. This will be reported in absolute numbers, both in the positive and 
negative direction, representing the change in the immigrant percentage of the population per 
country. This created variable will be labelled as immigrantschange.  
3.1.3 Control variables  
The control variables used in this study are factors that have proven to have an effect 
on anti-immigrant attitudes in previous studies. Younger people seem to be more tolerant of 
immigrants than elderly (Norris and Inglehart, 2019; Sloam and Henn, 2019), but also the 
younger generation who display anti-immigrant attitudes have been a topic of research 
(Keating and Janmaat, 2020). Therefore, age will be one of the control variables for this 
study.  Educated people have had an effect on anti-immigrant attitudes, in the sense that 
highly educated people are less likely to believe negative stereotypes, but also feel less 
competition from immigrants in regards to jobs or other resources (Quillian, 1996; 
Espenshade and Hempstead, 1996). Therefore, education will be included into the models as 
a control variable. Gender has also proven to have an effect on anti-immigrant attitudes in 
previous studies and has had a different effect for different European countries (Givens in 
Mudde, 2017). In this study, Gender is coded with 1=female and 0=male. Urbanization will 
be included as a control variable, since this factor has also proven to have an effect. 
Individuals living in cities, appear to be more inclined to pro-immigrant attitudes than 
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individuals living in the countryside (Sapiro, 2004; Maxwell, 2019). Urbanization is coded 
with 1=under 5000, 2=5000-20000, 3=20000-100000, 4=100000-500000 and 5=500000 and 
more. Research regarding the effect of right wing populism in relation to anti-immigrant 
attitudes, have showed that different aspects of right wing populism have an effect on anti-
immigrant attitudes (Schmuck and Matthes, 2014; Wirz et al., 2018). Therefore, the variable  
votinglr is coded on a scale with 1=left and 10=right. Lastly, studies have found an effect of 
income on anti-immigrant attitudes and argue that individuals with a relatively lower income 
are less favorable towards immigrants (Hickel and Bredbenner, 2020). Income is therefore 
coded with 1=low, 2=middle and 3=high.  
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CHAPTER 4: METHOD 
 
In order to test the hypotheses, both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics will 
be used. The first section regarding the descriptive statistics will give an overview in the 
form of nine scatterplots for the three different independent variables. A new dataset will be 
created including country level data for the 28 included countries. The dataset will therefore 
report the mean of the personal anti-immigrant attitude, the economic anti-immigrant attitude 
and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude for both 2008 and 2017.  
Nine scatterplots are created to understand potential outliers and to understand 
potential differences based on grouped countries.  The first three scatter plots will be used to 
analyze the situation in 2008, before the refugee crisis. The first will display the personal 
anti-immigrant attitude of 2008 in relation to the immigrant stock as a percentage of the 
population in 2008, per individual country. The second will display the economic anti-
immigrant attitude of 2008 in relation to the immigrant stock as a percentage of the 
population in 2008, per individual country. The third will display the cultural anti-immigrant 
attitude of 2008 in relation to the immigrant stock as a percentage of the population in 2008, 
per individual country.  
The second group of scatter plots will repeat this for 2017, after the refugee crisis, 
and the third group of scatter plots will be used to analyze the relationship between the anti-
immigrant attitudes and the change in the immigrant percentage of the population.  
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In order to understand the actual effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant 
attitudes, OLS regression and logistic regression will be used to test twenty different models. 
The first four models will regress the different anti-immigrant attitudes on the countries 
immigrant percentage of the population in 2008. The first model and fourth model will use 
logistic regression and the second and third model will use OLS regression. The fourth model 
will have the personal anti-immigrant attitude as the dependent variable, but in this model, 
the economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude will be added to 
include a mediation analyses regarding these two attitudes and the effect of the immigrant 
percentage of the population on the personal anti-immigrant attitude.  
The second group of four models will repeat this for 2017. The third group of four 
models regresses the different anti-immigrant attitudes on the change in the immigrant 
percentage of the population between 2008 and 2017. These four models will specifically test 
the hypotheses that state that an increase in the amount of immigrants will increase the anti-
immigrant attitudes.  
The last eight models are based on the previous group of models where the different 
anti-immigrant attitudes are regressed on the change in the immigrant percentage of the 
population between 2008 and 2017. However, these models focus separately on individuals 
in Eastern European countries and individuals in Western European countries. These models 
will specifically test the fourth hypotheses, stating that individuals in Western Europe 









CHAPTER 5: RESULTS – DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 
The results section will consist of two parts. The first section will use descriptive 
statistics on a country level, to determine the possible relationship between the different anti-
immigrant attitudes and the percentage of the population that is an immigrant in 2008, 2017 
and the change in the percentage of immigrants between these two points in time. The second 
section will use logistic and OLS regression to examine this relationship on a deeper level 
and to analyze the effect of the percentage of the population that is immigrant on the different 
attitudes.   
 5.1 Personal anti-immigrant attitudes 
Figure 1.  
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Figure 2.  
 
Figure 3.  
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In the 2008 scatter plot, the mean strengths per country for the personal anti-
immigrant attitude are all below 40. This score displays that the respondents in the countries 
generally on average did not display personal anti-immigrant attitudes. The countries are all 
clustered together, where for almost all countries less than 17 percent of the population 
consists of immigrants in 2008. There is one very clear outlier in regards to the percentage of 
the population that is immigrant, which is Switzerland. Switzerland scores relatively high on 
the immigrant stock as a percentage of immigrants in the population, but scores rather low on 
the anti-immigrant attitude, meaning that the population of Switzerland is on average rather 
tolerant of immigrants in 2008. Since the refugee crisis has not happened yet, it is important 
to view the personal anti-immigrant attitudes in 2017 first separately, to analyze the situation 
at that specific moment in time.  
 In the 2017 scatter plot for the personal anti-immigrant attitude, the mean of the 
strength of the attitude is above 40, compared to the 2008 scatter plot, in four countries. 
These countries are the Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Hungary and Slovakia. The mean of the 
personal anti-immigrant attitude for Czech Republic was around 25 in 2008 and has 
increased to around 55 in the 2017. It is important to note that the Czech Republic scores 
below 5 percent, which means that less than five percent of the population is immigrant in 
both 2008 and 2017. Bulgaria’s score increases from just below 20 to around 50, which is a 
rather large increase, but also in this case, the percentage of immigrants is very low. The 
score for Slovakia and Hungary also becomes more than double the score of 2008 in 2017. It 
is interesting to see that all these countries score below 5 percent for their percentage of the 
population that is immigrant. Through this analysis, it also seems as if there is a general 
increase in anti-immigrant attitudes between 2008 and 2017. 
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 In the last scatter plot for the personal anti-immigrant attitudes, it can be seen that 
Bulgaria is the country with the second largest increase in the percentage of the population 
that is immigrant. The score for the personal anti-immigrant attitude is also doubled over 
time, which shows that, for Bulgaria, the increase of immigrants is associated with an 
increase in anti-immigrant sentiment. This is also true for Slovakia, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic, although not as strong as for Bulgaria. This is in line with the expectation that an 
increase in the immigrant population may increase anti-immigrant sentiment. It is however 
important to note that these countries still do not score the highest possible scores for anti-
immigrant attitudes.  
 It is also important to note, that for many countries, although they experienced an 
increase in the percentage of the population that can be considered immigrant, the anti-
immigrant attitudes did not increase or only increased by a few percent. Sweden and Norway 
are examples of this. These countries both score rather low on the personal anti-immigrant 
attitude, but have experienced a rather large increase in the percentage of the population that 
is considered an immigrant. Bosnia and Herzegovina is another interesting case. This country 
has experienced a decrease in the percentage of the population that is immigrant in their 
country, but shows twice the size of the anti-immigrant attitude in 2017. This specific case 
does not support the contact-conflict theory, but seems consistent with the other side of this 
theory, which shows that anti-immigrant attitudes may increase when a person is not in touch 















5.2 Economic anti-immigrant attitudes 
The scores for the economic anti-immigrant attitudes in 2008 are between 40 and 65. 
There are only four countries scoring above the 60 mark, which are Hungary, Austria, Great 
Britain and Germany.  
 In 2017, the lowest score is just below 40, but the highest score comes close to 80. 
This can be considered to be a rather large difference with 2008, where this was 65. The 
countries that score highest are Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech republic, which 
means that the people in these countries, on average, portray rather strong economic anti-
immigrant attitudes. These countries already scored rather high in 2008, but all increased 
between 2008 and 2017. The change in the percentage of the population that can be 
considered immigrant for these countries has, as discussed in the section on the personal anti-
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immigrant attitude, is rather large for these countries and therefore, a possible relationship 
between the influx of immigrants and the increase in economic anti-immigrant attitudes for 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic is there. These are again the countries 
that also have shown to show stronger anti-immigrant attitudes for the personal anti-
immigrant attitudes, compared to other countries.  
 










Figure 8.  
 
Figure 9.  
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5.3 Cultural anti-immigrant attitudes 
The cultural anti-immigrant attitudes range in 2008 from 35 to 60. Here, the countries 
with the highest scores are Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden. In 2017, after the refugee 
crisis, this is very much shifted to a range from 20 to almost 70. The countries that initially 
displayed the highest cultural anti-immigrant attitudes, have been replaced by the Czech 
Republic, Hungary and Bulgaria, similarly to the personal anti-immigrant attitudes and the 
economic anti-immigrant attitudes in the 2017 scores. Slovakia, the country that had scored 
in the higher range together with the Czech Republic, Hungary and Bulgaria in 2017, fall 
mid-range in the scores for the cultural anti-immigrant attitudes.   
 Although the Czech Republic scores the highest anti-immigrant attitude, it is not the 
country with the highest percentage change of immigrant stock between 2008 and 2017. 
There are countries that have a lower percent change of immigrant stock than the Czech 
Republic, that also score lower on the anti-immigrant attitude, but there are also many 
countries that have an even higher percent change of immigrant stock between 2008 and 
2017 than the Czech republic and a lower score on the anti-immigrant attitude. Lithuania and 
Estonia have the same or an even greater decrease in the percent change of immigrant stock 













CHAPTER 6: RESULTS – INFERENTIAL STATISTICS 
 
The first part of the analyses has focused on the descriptive statistics of the included 
countries. The 28 included countries were used as the units of analysis, to understand the 
differences between countries and the overall understanding of the relationship between anti-
immigrant attitudes and the change in the percentage of the population of a country that is 
immigrant. The second part of the analyses focuses on the causal relationship between the 
change in the immigrant percentage of a country and the anti-immigrant attitudes. In order to 
understand if there is an effect of the change in the immigrant percentage of the population 
and if this effect is negative or positive, OLS regression and logistic regression are used. The 
twenty different models that were created to test the relationship between the percentage of 
the population that is immigrant and the different anti-immigrant attitudes are shown in the 
three tables below. The first figure will display the results of the logistic regression and OLS 
regression for the data regarding 2008, the second figure will display the results of the 
logistic regression and OLS regression for the data regarding 2017 and finally, the third 
figure will display the results of the logistic regression and OLS regression for the attitudes 
measured in 2017, regressed on the change in the percentage of immigrants of the population 
per country and the fourth figure will display the results for the logistic regression and OLS 
regression for the attitudes measured in 2017, regressed on the change in the percentage of 
immigrants of the population per country for both Eastern Europe and Western Europe 
separately.  
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6.1. Results for 2008 
 
Table 3. Results of logistic and OLS regression of anti-immigrant attitudes on selected 
independent variables in 2008 













Constant -1.121 5.812 6.468 -1.955 
Immigrant percentage 
of population  
-0.029 0.035 -0.042 -0.036 
 (0.026) (0.019) (0.021) (0.026) 
Economic anti-
immigrant attitude 
   0.145*** 
    (0.025) 
Cultural anti-
immigrant attitude 
   -0.004 
    (0.015) 
Gender -0.064 -0.149** 0.179** -0.036 
 (0.046) (0.049) (0.048) (0.048) 
Education level -0.073** -0.117** -0.008 -0.062* 
 (0.028) (0.031) (0.030) (0.027) 
Age 0.001 0.009** -0.010*** -0.000 
 (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 
Size of town 0.005 -0.057† 0.014 0.014 
 (0.038) (0.032) (0.030) (0.037) 
Left/right scale 0.049 0.160*** -0.060** 0.027 
 (0.026) (0.038) (0.019) (0.027) 
Income  -0.095* -0.107** -0.014 -0.092* 
 (0.045) (0.036) (0.041) (0.045) 
Number of individual 
observations 
18,442 18,498 18,427 17,312 
Number of countries 28 28 28 28 
R-Square 0.011 0.037 0.013 0.0314 
Note: Model 1 and model 4, logistic regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Model 2 and model 3, OLS 
regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Source: European Values Survey 2008 and 2017. United 
Nations. 




In model 1, the dependent variable personal anti-immigrant attitudes, is regressed, by 
using logistic regression, on the percentage of the population that is immigrant in 2008. The 
coefficient of -0.029 is not statistically significant, thus in 2008, there was no effect of the 
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amount of immigrants on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. The value for gender is -
0.064, but also reports to not be statistically significant. Education level displays a negative 
coefficient of -0.073 and is statistically significant. This means that the higher the completed 
education of an individual in one of the 28 included countries, the lower the personal anti-
immigrant attitude, based on the data of 2008. The coefficient for age is 0.001, but is not 
statistically significant. The coefficient for size of town is 0.005, but is also not statistically 
significant, as well as the coefficient of 0.049 for the left/right scale. The last independent 
variable, income, which functions as a control variable here, has a coefficient of -0.095 and is 
statistically significant. This means that the higher the income of an individual living in one 
of the 28 included countries, the weaker the personal anti-immigrant attitude in 2008. 
 In model 2, the dependent variable economic anti-immigrant attitude, is regressed by 
using OLS regression, on the percentage of the population that is immigrant in 2008. The 
coefficient is 0.035, but cannot be considered as statistically insignificant. Interesting to note, 
is that the control variables gender, age and left/right scale are statistically significant, 
together with the same control variables education level and income, that were already 
considered statistically significant in model 1. This does mean that these control variables in 
these models do have an effect on the economic anti-immigrant attitude.  
 In model 3, the dependent variable regarding cultural anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using OLS regression, on the percentage of the population that is immigrant in 
2008. The coefficient is -0.042, but the results are not considered to be statistically 
significant. In this model, the control variable gender can be considered to be statistically 
significant with a change in the coefficient from a negative direction to a positive direction, 
compared to model 1 and model 2, with the value of 0.179. Considering the way this variable 
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was coded, this means that women on average will display a higher score for the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude than men.  Age and the left/right scale control variables are 
statistically significant as well, with a change in the direction from the coefficient from 
positive to negative for both.  
 In model 4, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using logistic regression, on the economic anti-immigrant attitude, the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude and the immigrant percentage of the population in 2008. The addition 
of the economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude will help 
analyze the possible mediation of the two anti-immigrant attitudes on the effect of the 
immigrant percentage of the population on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. The 
coefficient for the immigrant percentage of the population is not statistically significant in 
this model, as well as in the first model, which means that the immigrant percentage of the 
population of a country did not have an effect on the personal anti-immigrant attitudes in 
2008. The economic anti-immigrant attitude and cultural anti-immigrant attitude do not 
function as the mediators between the immigrant percentage of the population and the 
personal anti-immigrant attitude, because the effect is negative and statistically insignificant 
in both models. However, the economic anti-immigrant attitude does have a positive effect 
on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. This means that, in 2008, when the economic anti-






6.2 Results for 2017 
 
 
Table 4. Results of logistic and OLS regression of anti-immigrant attitudes on selected 
independent variables in 2017 














Constant -0.778 6.12 5.128 -2.738 
Immigrant percentage 
of population 
-0.100*** -0.023 0.012 -0.099*** 
 (0.022) (0.024) (0.024) (0.018) 
Economic anti-
immigrant attitude 
   0.223*** 
    (0.026) 
Cultural anti-
immigrant attitude 
   0.088*** 
    (0.014) 
Gender -0.041 -0.088 -0.151** -0.018 
 (0.036) (0.049) (0.043) (0.036) 
Education level -0.001 -0.010 0.001 -0.000 
 (0.007) 0.014 (0.007) (0.006) 
Age 0.007*** 0.016*** 0.010*** 0.003† 
 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) (0.002) 
Size of town 0.019 -0.024 -0.064 0.026 
 (0.027) (0.045) (0.036) (0.024) 
Left/right scale 0.025 0.057** 0.080*** 0.018 
 (0.014) (0.020) (0.014) (0.011) 
Income  -0.078** -0.082* -0.042 -0.070** 
 (0.023) (0.040) (0.031) (0.021) 
Number of individual 
observations 
46,227 45,112 44,422 42,775 
Number of countries 28 28 28 28 
(Pseudo) R-Square 0.064 0.020 0.020 0.130 
Note: Model 5 and model 8, logistic regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Model 6 and model 7, OLS 
regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Source: European Values Survey 2008 and 2017. United 
Nations.  
*p < 0.05 **p < 0.01 ***p < 0.001 
 
 
In Model 5, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes, is 
regressed by using logistic regression, on the percentage of the population that is immigrant 
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in 2017. The coefficient for the independent variable regarding the immigrant percentage of 
the population is -0.099 and is statistically significant. This means that, the higher the 
immigrant percentage of the population, the lower the personal anti-immigrant attitude, when 
controlling for gender, education level, age, size of town, left/right scale and income, as well 
as adjusting for clustering by countries. The control variables used in this model are not all to 
be considered as statistically significant. Gender has a coefficient of -0.041, but is not 
statistically significant in this model. Education level has a coefficient of -0.001, but is also 
not statistically significant in this model. Age has a coefficient of 0.007 and is statistically 
significant. The positive direction of the coefficient means that an older person is on average 
more likely to have a stronger personal anti-immigrant attitude. However, the coefficient is 
rather small and does therefore not have that large of an impact. Size of town has a 
coefficient of 0.019, but is not statistically significant and left/right scale has a coefficient of 
0.025, but is also not statistically significant. However, income has a coefficient of -0.078 
and is statistically significant, which means that the impact of income is indeed significant on 
the model and has a negative direction. This means that an individual with a higher income is 
more likely to have a weaker personal anti-immigrant attitude, indicating that this individual 
would be more tolerant towards immigrants.  
 In model 6, the dependent variable regarding economic anti-immigrant attitudes, is 
regressed by using OLS regression, on the percentage of the population that is immigrant in 
2017. The coefficient of the immigrant percentage of the population variable is -0.023, but is 
not statistically significant. This means that the immigrant percentage of the population does 
not have an effect on the economic anti-immigrant attitudes in 2017. The control variables 
for age, left/right scale and income are all considered to be statistically significant.  
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 In model 7, the dependent variable regarding cultural anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using OLS regression, on the percentage of the population that is immigrant in 
2017. The coefficient of the immigrant percentage of the population variable is 0.012, but is 
not statistically significant, indicating that the immigrant percentage of the population does 
not have an effect on the cultural anti-immigrant attitude in 2017. The gender variable reports 
a coefficient of -0.151, and is, in contrast with model 5 and model 6, statistically significant. 
This means that gender has a negative impact on the cultural anti-immigrant attitudes. 
Considering the coding of the variable, women on average, score 0.151 lower on the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude than men. Age and left/right scale can also be again considered to be 
statistically significant, and report positive coefficients, although rather small of impact.  
 In model 8, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using logistic regression, on the economic anti-immigrant attitude, the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude and the immigrant percentage of the population in 2017. Similarly to 
model 4 regarding 2008, the addition of the economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude to the model will help analyze the possible mediation of the two anti-
immigrant attitudes on the effect of the immigrant percentage of the population on the 
personal anti-immigrant attitude in 2017. The coefficient for the variable regarding the 
immigrant percentage of the population is -0.099 and is statistically significant, almost 
identical to the coefficient in model 5. The coefficient for the economic anti-immigrant 
attitude is 0.223 and is statistically significant. This means that the economic anti-immigrant 
attitude has a positive effect on the personal anti-immigrant attitude, indicating that an 
individual who has a higher economic anti-immigrant attitude, will also have a higher 
personal anti-immigrant attitude. The coefficient for the cultural anti-immigrant attitude is 
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0.088 and is also statistically significant. This means that the cultural anti-immigrant attitude 
has a positive effect on the personal anti-immigrant attitude, indicating that an individual 
who has a higher cultural anti-immigrant attitude, will also have a higher personal anti-
immigrant attitude. It is important to note that the economic anti-immigrant attitude does 
have a stronger effect on the personal anti-immigrant attitude than the cultural anti-immigrant 
attitude, although both have a positive effect. There is no mediation effect, since the effect of 
the immigrant percentage of the population on the personal anti-immigrant attitude is nearly 
identical in model 5 and model 8, although model 8 also includes the economic anti-
immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude. This addition does not have an 
impact on the effect of the immigrant percentage of the population on the personal anti-














6.3 Results for the change in immigrant percentage of the population between 2008 and 
2017 
Table 5. Results of logistic and OLS regression of anti-immigrant attitudes on selected 
independent variables in 2017, regarding the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population 













Constant -1.032 6.192 4.874 -3.045 
Change in immigrant 
percentage of 
population 
-0.329*** -0.120 0.110 -0.357*** 
 (0.065) (0.087) (0.073) (0.070) 
Economic anti-
immigrant attitude 
   0.228*** 
    (0.028) 
Cultural anti-
immigrant attitude 
   0.095*** 
    (0.018) 
Gender -0.064 -0.117* -0.149** -0.027 
 (0.042) (0.046) (0.044) (0.044) 
Education level -0.004 -0.008 -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.012) (0.013) (0.007) (0.008) 
Age 0.005* 0.016*** 0.011*** 0.000 
 (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 
Size of town 0.013 -0.016 -0.062† 0.019 
 (0.029) (0.046) (0.036) (0.023) 
Left/right scale 0.035* 0.072** 0.073*** 0.028** 
 (0.015) (0.022) (0.015) (0.011) 
Income  -0.152*** -0.147** 0.043 -0.147*** 
 (0.035) (0.052) (0.044) (0.038) 
Number of individual 
observations 
39,978 39,198 38,603 37,324 
Number of countries 28 28 28 28 
R-Square 0.053 0.025 0.025 0.123 
Note: Model 9 and model 12, logistic regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Model 10 and model 11, 
OLS regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Source: European Values Survey 2008 and 2017. United 
Nations.  
*p < 0.05 **p < 0.01 ***p < 0.001 
 
 
In model 9, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes, is 
regressed, by using logistic regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the 
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population. This change in immigrant percentage of the population was measured by absolute 
change in percentage between 2008 and 2017. The coefficient for the change in immigrant 
percentage of the population is -0.329 and is statistically significant. The coefficient has a 
negative direction, which means that a larger increase in the immigrant percentage of the 
population between 2008 and 2017 has a negative effect on the personal anti-immigrant 
attitude. This indicates that individuals living in countries with a larger increase in the 
immigrant percentage of the population between 2008 and 2017, on average, have lower 
personal anti-immigrant attitudes.  
The control variables gender, education level and size of town are not statistically 
significant and therefore do not have an effect on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. Age 
has a coefficient of 0.005 and is statistically significant. Although small, this means that an 
individual with a higher age, on average, has higher personal anti-immigrant attitudes. 
Left/right scale has a coefficient of 0.035 in this model and is also statistically significant. 
This positive coefficient means that individuals who are orientated more towards the right, on 
average have a higher personal anti-immigrant attitude. The last control variable income has 
a coefficient of -0.152, which is statistically significant. This means that an individual with a 
higher income, on average, has a lower score for personal anti-immigrant attitudes than an 
individual with a lower income.  
 In model 10, the dependent variable regarding the economic anti-immigrant attitude, 
is regressed by using OLS regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population. The coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the population is -
0.120, but is not statistically significant. This means that the change in the immigrant 
percentage of the population does not have an effect on the economic anti-immigrant attitude. 
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The control variables for education level and size of town are, similar to model 9, not 
statistically significant. Age, left/right scale and income are, similarly to model 9, considered 
to be statistically significant. Gender is also statistically significant in this model and has a 
negative coefficient of -0.117. Considering the coding of this variable, this means that 
women, on average, have a lower economic anti-immigrant attitude than men.  
 In model 11, the dependent variable regarding cultural anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using OLS regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the population. 
The coefficient of the variable for the change in immigrant percentage of the population is 
0.110, but is not statistically significant. This means that the a change in immigrant 
percentage of the population does not have an effect on the cultural anti-immigrant attitudes. 
The coefficient for gender is -0.149, which means that, considering the coding of this 
variable, women on average have lower cultural anti-immigrant attitude than men, indicating 
that they are more tolerant of immigrants. The coefficient for the education level, size of 
town and income are statistically insignificant, which means that these factors do not have an 
effect on the cultural anti-immigrant attitude. Age and left/right scale do have a positive 
effect, as these variables also did in models 9 and 10.  
 In model 12, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using logistic regression, on the economic anti-immigrant attitude, the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude and the change in immigrant percentage of the population. Similarly 
to model 4 regarding 2008 and model 8 regarding 2017, the addition of the economic anti-
immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude to the model will help analyze the 
possible mediation of the two anti-immigrant attitudes on the effect of the change in the 
immigrant percentage of the population on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. The 
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coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the population is -0.357 and is 
statistically significant. This means that individuals living in a country which experienced a 
larger increase in the immigrant percentage of the population between 2008 and 2017, on 
average have a lower personal anti-immigrant attitude than those who live in a country 
without a large increase in the immigrant percentage of the population between 2008 and 
2017. This indicates that individuals who live in countries that have taken in more 
immigrants between 2008 and 2017, on average are more tolerant of immigrants than those 
who live in countries with a lesser increase of the immigrant percentage of their country or 
even decrease of the immigrant percentage of their country. The economic anti-immigrant 
attitude has a coefficient of 0.228 and is statistically significant. This means that individuals 
with a higher economic anti-immigrant attitude, on average, also have a higher personal anti-
immigrant attitude. The coefficient for the cultural anti-immigrant attitude is 0.095 and is 
statistically significant. This indicates that individuals who have a higher cultural anti-
immigrant attitude, on average, also have a higher personal anti-immigrant attitude. Although 
there is a clear effect of the economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant 
attitude on the personal anti-immigrant attitude, there is no mediation. The effect of the 
change in immigrant percentage of the population on the personal anti-immigrant attitude 
stays constant when adding the economic anti-immigrant attitude and cultural anti-immigrant 
attitude, which means that this effect could not be created by the economic and cultural anti-
immigrant attitude. The only statistically significant control variables in this model are the 
left/right scale and income, where the left/right scale has a positive effect on the personal 
anti-immigrant attitudes, similarly to the previous models. The effect of income is negative, 
which means that individuals with a higher income, on average, have lower personal anti-
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immigrant attitudes than those who have a lower income. This indicates that individuals with 
a higher income are more tolerant towards immigrants. 
6.4 Results of Eastern Europe versus Western Europe 
In order to understand if the results of the previous models are related to the fact that 
Europe is accounted for as a whole, or if separate regions in Europe make a difference, the 
models 9, 10, 11 and 12 are run again, but this time the models are run separately for 
Western Europe and for Eastern Europe. This division is based on the United Nations 
Geoscheme for Europe. According to this division, Eastern Europe contains the following 
countries that are included in the dataset used for this study: Albania, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, 
Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia and North Macedonia. Western Europe contains the 
following countries that are included in the dataset used for this study: Austria, Denmark, 
Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, 











Table 6. Results of logistic and OLS regression of anti-immigrant attitudes on selected 
independent variables in 2017, regarding the change in immigrant percentage of the population, 
dividing Eastern Europe and Western Europe 






















































-0.255*** 0.362* 0.030 0.281 -0.027 0.277 -0.272** 0.303** 





      0.300*** 0.163*** 




      0.177*** 0.069*** 
       (0.017) (0.016) 
Gender -0.202  0.033 -0.113 -0.034 -0.119* -0.146 -0.139*** 0.038 
 (0.042) (0.045) (0.067) (0.062) (0.043) (0.083) (0.033) (0.049) 
Education 
level 
0.003 0.0006 -0.004 -0.034 -0.010 0.092 0.003 0.007 
 (0.007) (0.024) (0.010) (0.050) (0.007) (0.069) (0.006) (0.018) 
Age 0.004 0.007*** 0.014*** 0.018*** 0.015*** 0.005* -0.002 0.004* 
 (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) 
Size of town -0.034 -0.022     0.034 -0.094* -0.053 -0.010 -0.022 -0.019 
 (0.031) (0.025) (0.047) (0.036) (0.040) (0.028) (0.025) (0.024) 
Left/right 
scale 
0.106** 0.020 0.151*** 0.008 0.131*** 0.035** 0.059** 0.018 
 (0.035) (0.012) (0.030) (0.015) (0.021) (0.011) (0.018) (0.010) 
Income  -0.139*** -0.031 -0.084 -0.062 -0.043 -0.035 -0.129*** -0.027 




24,310 21,917 24,380 20,732 24,378 20,044 23,313 19,442 
Number of 
countries 
13 15 13 15 13 15 13 15 
R-Square 0.033 0.020 0.034 0.024 0.042 0.011 0.135 0.066 
Note: Model 13, 14, 19 and 20, logistic regression, adjusted for clusters in countries. Model 15, 16, 17 and 18, OLS regression, adjusted for 
clusters in countries. Source: European Values Survey 2008 and 2017. United Nations.  
*p < 0.05 **p < 0.01 ***p < 0.001 
 
In model 13, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes, is 
regressed, by using logistic regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population based on data of individuals in Western European countries. This change in 
immigrant percentage of the population was measured by absolute change in percentage 
between 2008 and 2017. The coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population is -0.225 and is statistically significant. The coefficient has a negative direction, 
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which means that a larger increase in the immigrant percentage of the population between 
2008 and 2017 has a negative effect on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. This indicates 
that individuals living in Western European countries with a larger increase in the immigrant 
percentage of the population between 2008 and 2017, on average, have lower personal anti-
immigrant attitudes.   
 Model 14 is based on the same regression as model 13, but focuses on data from 
individuals living in Eastern European countries included in the dataset. The coefficient for 
the change in immigrant percentage of the population is 0.362 and is statistically significant. 
The coefficient has a positive direction, in comparison to the coefficient in model 13 
regarding Western Europe, which means that a larger increase in the immigrant percentage of 
the population between 2008 and 2017 in Eastern European countries, has a positive effect 
on the personal anti-immigrant attitude. This indicates that individuals living in Eastern 
European countries with a larger increase in the immigrant percentage of the population 
between 2008 and 2017, on average, have higher personal anti-immigrant attitudes.  
 In model 15, the dependent variable regarding the economic anti-immigrant attitude, 
is regressed by using OLS regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population in Western Europe. The coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population is 0.030, but is not statistically significant. This means that the change in the 
immigrant percentage of the population in Western Europe does not have an effect on the 
economic anti-immigrant attitude.  
 In model 16, the dependent variable regarding the economic anti-immigrant attitude, 
is regressed by using OLS regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the 
population in Eastern Europe. The coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the 
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population is 0.281, but is not statistically significant. This means that the change in the 
immigrant percentage of the population in Eastern Europe does not have an effect on the 
economic anti-immigrant attitude.  
 Model 17 regresses the dependent variable regarding cultural anti-immigrant attitudes 
by using OLS regression, on the change in immigrant percentage of the population in 
Western Europe. The coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage is -0.027, but is not 
statistically significant. This means that the change in the immigrant percentage of the 
population in Western Europe does not have an effect on the cultural anti-immigrant attitude.  
 In model 19, the dependent variable regarding personal anti-immigrant attitudes is 
regressed by using logistic regression, on the economic anti-immigrant attitude, the cultural 
anti-immigrant attitude and the change in immigrant percentage of the population using data 
of Western Europe. Similarly to model 4 regarding 2008, model 8 regarding 2017 and model 
12 regarding the change in immigrant percentage of the population, the addition of the 
economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude to the model will 
help analyze the possible mediation of the two anti-immigrant attitudes on the effect of the 
change in the immigrant percentage of the population on the personal anti-immigrant 
attitude. The coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the population is -0.272 
and is statistically significant. This means that individuals living in a Western European 
country which experienced a larger increase in the immigrant percentage of the population 
between 2008 and 2017, on average, have a lower personal anti-immigrant attitude than those 
who live in a Western European country without a large increase in the immigrant percentage 
of the population between 2008 and 2017. This indicates that individuals who live in Western 
European countries that have taken in more immigrants between 2008 and 2017, on average, 
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are more tolerant of immigrants than those who live in Western European countries with a 
lesser increase of the immigrant percentage of their country or even decrease of the 
immigrant percentage of their country. The economic anti-immigrant attitude has a 
coefficient of 0.300 and is statistically significant. This means that individuals with a higher 
economic anti-immigrant attitude, on average, also have a higher personal anti-immigrant 
attitude. The coefficient for the cultural anti-immigrant attitude is 0.177 and is statistically 
significant. This indicates that individuals who have a higher cultural anti-immigrant attitude, 
on average, also have a higher personal anti-immigrant attitude. Although there is a clear 
effect of the economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude on the 
personal anti-immigrant attitude, there is no mediation. The effect of the change in immigrant 
percentage of the population in Western European countries on the personal anti-immigrant 
attitude stays constant when adding the economic anti-immigrant attitude and cultural anti-
immigrant attitude, which means that this effect could not be created by the economic and 
cultural anti-immigrant attitude. 
 In model 20, the same model is run, but now uses data based on Eastern Europe. The 
coefficient for the change in immigrant percentage of the population is 0.303 and is 
statistically significant. This means that individuals living in an Eastern European country 
which experienced a larger increase in the immigrant percentage of the population between 
2008 and 2017, on average, have a higher personal anti-immigrant attitude than those who 
live in an Eastern European country without a large increase in the immigrant percentage of 
the population between 2008 and 2017. This indicates that individuals who live in Eastern 
European countries that have taken in more immigrants between 2008 and 2017, on average, 
are less tolerant of immigrants than those who live in Eastern European countries with a 
 50 
lesser increase of the immigrant percentage of their country or even decrease of the 
immigrant percentage of their country. The coefficient for the economic anti-immigrant 
attitude is -.163 and the coefficient for the cultural anti-immigrant attitude is 0.069. Both 
these coefficients are statistically significant. This means that individuals with a higher 
economic anti-immigrant attitude or a higher cultural anti-immigrant attitude, on average, 
also have a higher personal anti-immigrant attitude. There is no mediation. The effect of the 
change in immigrant percentage of the population in Eastern European countries on the 
personal anti-immigrant attitude stays constant when adding the economic anti-immigrant 
attitude and the cultural attitude, which means that the effect could not be created by the 
cultural and economic anti-immigrant attitudes.  
 Model 19 and model 20 are a divided version of model 12. Model 12 displays that 
individuals living in a European country which experienced a larger increase in the 
immigrant percentage of the population between 2008 and 2017, on average, have a lower 
personal anti-immigrant attitude than those who live in a European country without a large 
increase in the immigrant percentage of the population between 2008 and 2017. Model 19 
and model 20 give insights on the division of Europe and show that the personal anti-
immigrant attitude is perceived rather different in Western Europe and in Eastern Europe. 
Individuals living in Western European countries are more likely, on average, to be more 
tolerant of immigrants on a personal level when the immigrant percentage in their country 
increases. Eastern European individuals are more likely, on average, to have higher personal 
anti-immigrant attitudes when the immigrant percentage in their country is also higher.  
  The twenty models helped analyze the effect of the change in the immigrant percentage 
of a country on the anti-immigrant attitudes. Model 9 through 12, where the change of the 
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immigrant percentage is used as the independent variable, are the main models explaining the 
research question: “What is the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant attitudes in 
Europe?”. The main findings of models 9, 10, 11 and 12 are that the increase in immigrants, 
decreases the personal anti-immigrant attitudes. This means that the first hypothesis, stating 
that the greater the increase in immigrant population, the more likely that individuals will 
perceive immigrants as a threat to their personal lives, needs to be rejected since an increase 
in the immigrant population causes a decrease in the personal anti-immigrant attitudes. 
Model 10 and 11 show that there is no significant effect of the increase in the immigrant 
population on the economic anti-immigrant attitude and personal anti-immigrant attitude. 
This means that the second hypothesis, stating that an increase in immigrant population 
causes an increase in the economic anti-immigrant attitude, and the third hypothesis, stating 
that an increase in immigrant population causes an increase in the cultural anti-immigrant 
attitude, both will be rejected. Model 12 also shows that there is no mediation from the 
economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude on the effect of the 
increase in immigrant percentage of the population. The results do however show that when 
the economic anti-immigrant attitude increases, on average, the personal anti-immigrant 
attitude increases as well. This is also the case for the cultural anti-immigrant attitude.  
  The last set of models display that individuals in Western European countries with a 
larger increase in immigrants are more likely to have weaker anti-immigrant attitudes, in 
comparison to individuals in Eastern European countries with a larger increase in 
immigrants, who are more likely to have stronger anti-immigrant attitudes. This means that 
the fourth hypothesis can be accepted. The results of all the models hold up when adding 





CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 
 
This study aimed to present the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant attitudes 
in Europe. This was done by presenting new insights on the relationship between anti-
immigrant attitudes and the changed amount of immigrants in a country between 2008 and 
2017. Based on theories regarding the outgroup size, which state that anti-immigrant attitudes 
become stronger when the size of the out-group population increases (i.e. Coenders, Lubbers 
and Scheepers, 2003; Quillian, 1995; Schuman et al., 1997; Semyonov et al., 2006) and 
theories that suggest that intergroup contact creates conflict (i.e. Rustenbach, 2010), the 
starting point of this study is created by anti-immigrant attitudes on a personal level. In order 
to explain how an individual feels about immigrants in their personal sphere, an economic 
anti-immigrant attitude and cultural anti-immigrant attitude were added, to test the effect of 
these two attitudes on the relationship between the amount of immigrants in a country and 
the personal anti-immigrant attitude. The study combined a descriptive analysis, analyzing 
whether there is a relationship between the amount of immigrants and the anti-immigrant 
attitudes, with a survey based regression analysis, that tests the potential causal relationships 
between the anti-immigrant attitudes and the amount of immigrants.  
 The findings of this study show that the larger the increase of immigrants in their 
country, the less likely individuals will perceive immigrants as a threat to their personal life. 
These results essentially report the opposite of the first hypothesis: the greater the increase of 
immigrants in their country, the more likely that individuals will perceive immigrants as a 
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threat to their personal life. This means that the first hypothesis cannot be accepted. These 
results lead to the conclusion that individuals in European countries that have experienced an 
increase in immigrants between 2008 and 2017in their country, generally report weaker anti-
immigrant attitudes. The effect of the refugee crisis, which caused an increase of immigrants 
in many countries, has therefore caused a decrease in anti-immigrant attitudes.  
The second hypotheses, the greater the increase of immigrants in their country, the 
more likely that individuals will perceive immigrants as a threat to the welfare state and the 
third hypotheses, the greater the increase of immigrants in their country, the more likely that 
individuals will perceive immigrants as a threat to their culture and customs do not show a 
significant causal relationship, which leads to the rejection of hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 3. 
It is, however, interesting to note that positive economic anti-immigrant attitudes and cultural 
anti-immigrant attitudes are indeed related to the personal anti-immigrant attitudes; when the 
economic anti-immigrant attitude and the cultural anti-immigrant attitude increase, the 
personal anti-immigrant attitude increase as well.   
The findings of this study show that in Western European countries, the larger the 
increase of immigrants in their country, the less likely individuals will perceive immigrants 
as a threat to their personal life. The findings of this study also show that in Eastern European 
countries, the larger the increase of immigrants in their country, the more likely individuals 
will perceive immigrants as a threat to their personal life. These findings result into the 
acceptance of the fourth hypothesis.  
The findings of this study contribute to the debate regarding the effect of the size of 
the outgroup in relation to intergroup contact. A group of scholars (i.e. Coenders, Lubbers 
and Scheepers, 2003; Quillian, 1995; Schuman et al., 1997; Semyonov et al., 2006), who all 
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conducted their research before the refugee crisis, found that the larger the outgroup size, the 
stronger the anti-immigrant attitudes. Since all these important studies have been conducted 
before the refugee crisis, the results of this study will contribute to a new direction of the 
debate regarding outgroup size and intergroup contact. The impact of these findings on 
society mean a positive change in relation to the intergroup relationships in Europe and will 
hopefully continue to create a society where individuals tolerate immigrants within their 
society.  
These findings also contribute to the debate regarding group-conflict theory, which 
states that individuals of the in-group feel an initial threat regarding the in-group scarce 
goods. The results of this study show that the immigrant increase in a country does not lead 
to an increase in the threat individuals feel. It is however important to note that the economic 
threat individuals feel does show a relationship with the other anti-immigrant attitudes. This 
means that the change in the economic anti-immigrant attitude is caused by something else, 
which could be caused by a wide variety of external factors to this research. In future studies, 
the economic situation of a country or an individual’s income could be tested on a wider 
variety of factors to analyze what this change causes. 
It should be noted, that although this study has taken many external factors into 
account when analyzing the effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant attitudes, there 
might be confounders that are not included in the analyses, but do affect the anti-immigrant 
attitudes. The choices for the control variables were made based on a wide variety of factors, 
but the economic situation of the 28 different European countries was left out. This might 
have had an effect on the outcome of this study, since individuals in countries with a less 
stable economic position, might be influenced by this when thinking of immigrants in the 
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workforce in their country. Another factor that could have been taken into account would be 
a more extensive explanation of voting behavior. This study used a left-right scale, but in 
many countries, left and right are differently defined. The study could have been more 
extensive if the specific parties individuals voted for would be analyzed and compared, based 
on party program or believes. Moreover, the political climate, based on the political direction 
of the countries leader, could also have an influence on both the amount of immigrants in a 
country, as well as the anti-immigrant attitudes.  
Another important factor that could have had an impact on this study is the case 
selection. A survey with several different questions concerning anti-immigrant attitudes was 
required for this study and therefore, the European Values Survey was used to conduct this 
research. The data for this survey are not collected annually, which meant that, in order to 
study data from before the refugee crisis in 2015 and after the refugee crisis, the most 
suitable data from the European Values Survey were from waves created in 2008 and 2017. 
This meant that the anti-immigrant attitudes individuals responded in 2008, could have been 
very different for them seven years later, right before the refugee crisis. Many external 
factors could have had an impact on the responses of 2008, which might have created 
different responses if the survey data were collected in 2014. This study does not test the 
exact effect of the refugee crisis on anti-immigrant attitudes, since many other factors could 
have contributed to this effect. Another important factor that could have had an effect on the 
data, is the personal incentive of the responded. The respondent might not have felt the 
freedom to truly speak their mind or might have had personal circumstances which lead to a 
different response than was meant.  
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A similar limitation is related to the collection of the data regarding the percentage of 
the population of a country that is immigrant. These data are only collected every five years 
and therefore, the percentages were estimated through interpolation for 2008 and 2017, 
realizing these data could only be considered to be accurate if the increases or decreases 
would be linear. The exact data could give a slightly different percentage of immigrants, but 
since the decreases or increases were rather small, the effect of this modification could be 
considered small. Another limitation of this study is based on the inclusion of first and 
second generation immigrants. Since the participants would have to be nationals of the 
included countries, they could still also have anti-immigrant attitudes that were highly 
influenced by either their own, or their family members immigration experiences.  
 There are many possibilities for future research. An analysis of the causal relationship 
of the cultural- and economic anti-immigrant attitudes would give new insights in the effects 
of the change in amount of immigrants in a country on anti-immigrant attitudes. Included in 
this research, the relationship between the different anti-immigrant attitudes would be 
interesting and would give new insights into the strength of each individual attitude. The 
differences between individuals in Eastern European countries and Western European 
countries in this study also make an interesting starting point for future studies. Another 
possibility for future research would be to include the effect of Right Wing Populism on the 
decrease or increase of anti-immigrant attitudes. There are many possibilities for future 
research and since immigration remains a current topic, the external changes in the future 





APPENDIX 1: BASIC DESCRIPTIVES 
 
Table 7. Basic descriptives 
 Mean  Median Min Max  Sd N 
Personal attitudes 2008 0.179 0 0 1 0.384 38,319 
Cultural attitudes 2008 5.356 6 1 10 2.775 37,479 
Economic attitudes 
2008 
6.466 7 1 10 2.684 37,750 
Immigrant percentage 
of the population 2008 
8.443 8.557 0.783 25.488 5.493 40,263 
Gender 2008 0.549 1 0 1 0.498 40,256 
Education 2008 5.059 5 1 8 1.833 39,881 
Age 2008 47.587 47 18 85 17.662 40,115 
Sizetown 2008 2.613 3 1 5 1.397 40,263 
Votinglr 2008 5.455 5 1 10 2.124 22,372 
Income 1.942 2 1 3 0.805 33,176 
Personal Attitudes 
2017 
0.198 0 0 1 0.398 46,277 
Cultural Attitudes 2017 5.856 6 1 10 2.785 44,422 
Economic Attitudes 
2017 
6.667 7 1 10 2.842 45,112 
Immigrant percentage 
of the population 2017 
10.824 11.512 1.091 29.519 7.068 46,954 
Change in immigrant 
percentage of the 
population 
1.639 1.186 -2.203 5.975 1.761 46,954 
Gender 2017 0.550 1 0 1 0.497 46,954 
Education 2017 2.203 2 1 3 2.818 46,954 
Age 2017 49.821 50 18 82 18.141 46,954 
Sizetown 2017 1.738 2 -4 5 2.501 46,954 
Votinglr 2017 4.250 5 -2 10 3.302 46,954 
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